Letters
A book review serves two purposes: to describe and evaluate the contents of the book under review, and to comment on the book's proper place within a larger context. Bill Streever's review of The Natural History of an Arctic Oil Field, edited by Joe Truett and Stephen Johnson (Truett and Johnson 2001, Streever 2001) , fails miserably at this second task.
The book summarizes "millions of dollars' worth of research over more than 30 years" on the oil industry's effects on wildlife on Alaska's North Slope, and, according to Streever, reports that "other than the esthetic effects...and the emotional effects...very little has changed on the North Slope" (Streever 2001). Well and good. There are few enough such success stories in the world today; let us celebrate this one.
After describing the contents of the book, Streever considers why the blurb on the back cover nevertheless proclaims that the oil industry has had "profound effects on plants and animals." The reason he finds is that preconceived notions influenced many of the authors in the book, as well as the author of the book jacket. "These authors expected to find big problems, but...they found nothing striking." In a subtle sense, Streever writes, this book demonstrates the difficulty for the environmental movement in accepting the "possibility of environmentally responsible industrial development." "The wildlife...has adapted to the oil industry by turning its collective back on the grim expectations of humans" (Streever 2001) .
It is no wonder, however, that so many authors in this book were "looking for bad news." These researchers, many of them from the University of Alaska-Fairbanks, share a campus and often a building with their colleagues who work on marine science, colleagues who have spent the last decade detailing the grim effects of the oil industry on wildlife in Alaska. The good news fit in this book; technical reports describing the bad news fill a library in Anchorage. The legacy of the oil industry in Alaska is written not only in the reports of financial success and "little change" on the North Slope, but on the backs of tens of thousands of oiled birds, in the death of a fishing industry and the decimation of the economy of a oncethriving fishing town, and in the loss of the subsistence way of life in a score of coastal villages. The accounted financial costs exceed $1 billion; the effects on wildlife, and the aesthetic and psychological effects on people, are unaccountable. These costs, of course, pertain mainly to the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill, which occurred in Prince William Sound, Alaska, at the other end of the pipeline that starts on the North Slope.
When a new president, a narrowly elected ex-oilman, is pushing an industrial development agenda that most Americans consider radical and unacceptable, it is critical for our nation's experts and for AIBS to be responsible about what we say on the subject of oil and industrial development. Alaskan wilderness is currently beset with plans for industrial development, including plans for an underwater natural gas pipeline, 688 leases for oil development in the Beaufort Sea, expansion in Cook Inlet, and drilling on the Copper River Delta. Environmentalists have always known that it is not the development itself, properly done and with adequate safeguards, that poses a dire threat to wilderness, wildlife, and our quality of life-it is the inevitable disasters that follow, such as the Exxon Valdez spill.
The success of North Slope caribou over the last 30 years is wonderful news. It does not change the fact that the presence of the oil industry on the North Slope has dramatically decreased the chances that the herd will continue to thrive over the next 100 years. The psychological effects of an industrial presence in the wilderness are even more severe, because one oil field makes it easier to accept a second. But each additional development-in Cook Inlet, on the North Slope, on the Copper River Delta-greatly increases the odds of dramatic and irreversible damage to ecosystems. The 1989 experience in Prince William Sound amply documents the case.
Whatever we may conclude from 30 years of North Slope research showing "very little change," we simply cannot condone the conclusion that it demonstrates in any way that the presence of the oil industry there has not had profound effects on the plants and animals of Alaska. Nor does it offer evidence that further development will not further increase the risk to Alaska ecosystems. 
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A Book's Proper Place
Response from Streever: In five years of writing book reviews, I have never, until now, had one of my reviews reviewed. Despite David Scheel's belief that my review "fails miserably," I am flattered to know that at least one person actually read the review and responded thoughtfully. It may surprise Scheel to learn that I agree with many of his points. As Scheel points out, development cannot occur without environmental risks. Indeed, the Exxon Valdez experience may be one of the reasons the authors of The Natural History of an Arctic Oil Field were subconsciously looking for bad news on the North Slope. I agree, too, that we should celebrate the success story of environmentally responsible development on the North Slope. And I agree wholeheartedly that "it is critical for our nation's experts and for the AIBS to be responsible about what we say on the subject of oil and industrial development." But I also believe that there is room in this world for divergent opinions, especially in the sciences.
So where do our opinions diverge? I cannot agree with Scheel's statement regarding the two purposes of a book review. It would be better to suggest, perhaps, that a book review serves at least two purposes, and better still to suggest that a book review offers the reviewer's impression of a book and to leave it at that, open ended. More important, however, I cannot agree with Scheel's statement that "the good news fit in this book; technical reports describing the bad news fill a library in Anchorage."
My experience in that library shows that it is full of both good and bad news. Furthermore, Scheel's statement that "the presence of the oil industry on the North Slope has dramatically decreased the chances that the [Central Arctic Caribou] herd will continue to thrive over the next 100 years" is not supported by the data (see, for example, Ballard et al. 1999, Murphy and Lawhead 1999) . The published literature shows clearly that the herd has increased from fewer than 5,000 animals to more than 27,000 animals since oil field development began (Cronin et al. 1998 (Cronin et al. , 2000 . Although there are data supporting changes in some caribou movement and behavioral patterns in response to development, to extend these data to predictions of a 100-year future is, at best, highly speculative.
On a more subtle point, our opinions diverge in terms of the appropriate scope of the review. I read a book entitled The Natural History of an Arctic Oil Field, and I reviewed the book in the context of the Arctic oil field. I made no effort to extend my review to the impacts of the Exxon Valdez spill. Nor did I make an effort to extend the discussion to the environmental degradation that comes from freeways, shopping malls, and golf courses, none of which would occur without a source of inexpensive energy. I also ignored the good news that accompanies the availability of inexpensive energy-economic good news, which translates into good news for standard of living, which translates into good news for at least some aspects of environmental stewardship. On the matter of perspective, I chose to limit myself to the topic that the book addressed, while Scheel chose to broaden his perspective to include Prince William Sound. Of course, both are limited perspectives: In a short review or letter, it is not possible to discuss the full scope of environmental impacts, both positive and negative, that accompany fossil fuel use.
Last, I cannot endorse Scheel's use of emotional language. But it would not be fair to criticize Scheel too much on this point, as the use of emotional language has become a common practice in the rhetoric of the anti-industry movement. As noted above, Scheel and I agree that "it is critical for our nation's experts and for the AIBS to be responsible about what we say on the subject of oil and industrial development." This does not mean that we should attack the oil industry or assume that anything related to development in the Arctic should be opposed. What it does mean is that we should look at available technical data and assess these data for what they are worth. We should recognize that the data are incomplete, and we should be very cautious in our statements that go beyond the data. We should abstain from commenting on oil industry development if we are not familiar with the data. We should recognize that open discourse is an important part of science and that appeals to emotion hinder this discourse. And perhaps we should recognize that, when two people disagree, it does not mean that one of them has failed miserably.
